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Division of Juvenile Corrections Visiting Overview

Chart |.Total Visits and Visitors, by Year and Type
(CY 2013 - CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)
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Table 1. Personal Visits per ADP
(CY 2013 - CY 2018%)

Co
Sc

er Lake Lincoln Hills .
Combined

hool School

7.3 9.2 9.0

2013

2014 10.4 10.7 10.7
2015 9.5 8.0 8.2
2016 10.5 8.9 9.1
2017 8.6 8.3 8.3
2018* 8.6 6.2 6.4

* CY 2018 data including the Jan-June reporting period has
been annualized for comparison.

Chart 2. Percent of Unduplicated Youth with Personal Visits
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Table 2. General Bus Statistics
(CY 2013 - CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)

% of Bus
Average o
Personal | Total Bus | Personal Total o Visitors
. . . . . . . Bus Visitors
Visitors Visitors Visitors Bus Trips . Per
. Per Trip
Using Bus ADP*
2013 5,543 1,626 29.3% 52 31 6.6
2014 7,063 1,541 21.8% 52 30 5.6
2015 5,283 1,052 19.9% 55 19 4.0
2016 4,414 975 22.1% 43 23 5.0
2017 3,818 709 18.6% 51 14 4.2
2018 (Jan-June) 1,336 265 19.8% 26 10 3.5
Total 27,457 6,168 22.5% 279 22 NA

* Bus Visitors per ADP for CY 2018 data including the Jan-June reporting period has been
annualized for comparison.



JCF Population and Most Serious Offense

Association of State Correctional Administrators (ASCA) Offense
Category Examples:

Violent Crime: Robbery, battery, sexual assault, negligent manslaughter,
and recklessly endangering safety.

Property: Motor vehicle theft, burglary, stolen property (including
receiving, transporting, possessing, concealing and selling stolen property),
damage to property, arson, and other miscellaneous property crimes.

Drug Offense: Drug trafficking, drug manufacturing, and drug possession.

Other Public Order Offense: Weapons offenses (including unlawful sale,
distribution, manufacture, alteration, transportation, possession or use of a
deadly or dangerous weapon), resisting/obstructing officers, fleeing traffic
officers, and non-violent sex offenses.
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Chart 3. Most Serious Offense by Commitment
(CY 2013 -CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)
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g Chart 4. Commitment by Most Serious Offense A
(CY 2013 -CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)
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JCF Population and Risk Scores

Risk Assessment Overview:

DJC currently uses the COMPAS Youth Version 2 (V2) to assess risk
for youth that enter Type | facilities.

The COMPAS V2 assessment tool was implemented in late 2016 and
is a revision of the COMPAS Youth V1.

“The Recidivism Risk V2 scale was developed to predict a new
misdemeanor or felony offense arrest within one year of assessment
in the community. “ Northpoint, Inc.



Chart 5. Risk Assessment Scores by Commitment, % of Total
(CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)
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Chart 6. Risk Assessment Scores by Commitment, % of Total\

(CY 2017, Jan-June 2018)
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